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Regulatory taking, refers to the State using public power to regulate private 
property rights go beyond the proper limits, which constitutes a special sacrifice, 
according to the law, the government shall pay fair compensation to the person for its 
behavior. In the United States, the issue of regulatory taking is always the focus of 
constitutional scholars. It also plays an important role in judicial practice. Therefore, 
by summing up these typical cases of regulatory taking , analyzing the evolution 
process of regulatory taking standards ,we can conclude the general principle from 
the norms and operation about the constitutional protection of property rights in the 
United States. In hopes of providing some experience to the current taking practice 
in China. 
 Observing these typical regulatory decisions from 1922 to 2005, we can see 
that the Supreme Court’s attitude is not invariable about how to deal with regulatory 
taking issue, it developed a number of different judgment rules on the basis of these 
typical cases, It is noteworthy that the particular facts of specific cases is always the 
first consideration. Of course, thanks to the constant efforts in this series of cases, the 
Supreme Court has gradually sumed up the dynamic judgement standards of 
regulatory taking. Although we have derived no fixed formula so far, by means of 
these judgments we can conclude that, as long as we can use these existed rules 
properly, and avoid rigidity when confront new problems in the future, pay attention 
to the particular facts of specific cases, we need not stand on a fixed formula. 
 In 2004, Amendment 22 of The Constitution of the PRC provided that the 
State shall make compensation for the private property expropriated or requisitioned. 
This article provides a constitutional basis for the relevant legal system. From this 
point of view, using regulatory taking precedents in the United States to explore the 
constitutional protection of private property rights, which is very important for China 
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